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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the Amendment filed on 3/23/06. Applicant adds claim 40 
and does not make any arguments over the previous office action rejection. 

2. Claims 1-40 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
■ having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-8, 14-18, 22-27, 32-36, and 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gehi et al. (hereinafter Gehi) (US 6,134,216) in view of IBM 
Technical Disclosure (Vol. 34, No. 9, February 1992). 

2. As to claim 1 Gehi discloses a method consisting of the following: 

receiving plurality of call signaling messages (coll signaling messages, col 2, 
lines 47-51, u message processor", Fig, 1, item 10); 

Comparing queue occupancy level with first threshold (S(n) compared against 
threshold X[max,I] , col 4, lines 24-49, "overload is measured through the use of 
a control parameter such as the occupancy of a control processor or the number 
of entries in a queue of a module of the system see Abstract); 
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When occupancy level compares unfavorably with threshold, enqueue call 
signaling messages into processing queue based on type of call signaling 
messages (level is changed to be at level (i+1) over the upcoming interval, col 4, 
lines 24-49); 

Call processing (" call processor", Fig 1, 20, and processor, col 8, lines 28-57); 
Processing module (modules, processor, col 9, lines 20-30, "network module ", 
Fig. 1, item 30). 

However, Gehi fails to explicitly teach enqueuing the messages based on its type. IBM teaches a 
message queue communication system having messages enqueued based on their type 
("enqueued message types" and "message of the corresponding type to be enqueued", page 170, 
paragraph 2). It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the feature of enqueuing call signaling messages based on its type 
to the existing enqueuing system of Gehi in order to increase selectivity (select() and blocking) 
of the contents in the processing queue (page 168). 

3. As to claim 2, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach using dispensable and 
indispensable as type of call signaling messages. However, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a dispensable type of 
message to the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of maximizing the 
communication efficiency by minimizing wasteful communication resources. 



4. 



As to claims 3, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach the following: 
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a) when message is dispensable, delete the previous dispensable message; 

b) enqueuing new message when previous one is deleted; 

c) enqueuing message into queue when message is indispensable. 

5. * However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a) and b) to the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of 
deleting the old values and adding the new values to the queue for updating/cleanup reasons. In 
addition it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include c) to the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of replacing the 
dispensable messages with indispensable ones. 

6. As to claim 4, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach dropping the call signaling 
message if the previous dispensable one does not exist. However, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this feature to the 
existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of increasing efficiency by removing wasteful 
resource material. 

7. As to claim 5, Gehi in view of IBM discloses a method consisting of the following: 

Comparing queue occupancy level with second threshold (compared against 
threshold XfminJ], col 4 y lines 24-49); 

When occupancy level compares unfavorably with threshold, dequeue call 
signaling messages into processing queue based on type of call signaling 
messages (level is changed to be at level (1-1) over the upcoming interval, col 4 y 
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lines 24-49, "overload is measured through the use of a control parameter such 
as the occupancy of a control processor or the number of entries in a queue of a 
module of the system see Abstract)). 

8. * Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach the following: 

a) when message is dispensable, delete the previous dispensable message; 

b) enqueuing new message when previous one is deleted; 

9. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a) and b) to the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of 
deleting the old values and adding new values to the queue for updating/cleanup of the queue. 

10. As to claim 6, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 4. 

11. As to claim 7, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

12. As to claim 8, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 4. 

13. As to claim 14, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. 

14. As to claim 15, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 



15. 



As to claim 16, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 
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16. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 5. 

17. As to claim 18, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach dropping the call signaling 
message if the previous dispensable one does not exist. However, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this feature to the 
existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of increasing efficiency by removing wasteful 
resource material. In addition, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach enqueuing the 
message when the previously indispensable one is deleted. However, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the 
feature of enqueuing the new message for the reason of adding the new values to the queue for 
updating reasons. 

1 8. As to claim 22, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . 

19. As to claim 23, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 

20. As to claim 24, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

21. As to claim 25, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . 



22. 



As to claim 26, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 18. 
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23. As to claim 27, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 4. 

24. As to claim 32, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1. 

25. As to claim 33, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 2. 

26. As to claim 34, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

27. As to claim 35, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 5. 

28. As to claim 36, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 3. 

29. As to claim 39, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach using at least one of FIFO 
and LIFO. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include this feature to the existing system of Gehi and IBM because it is 
well-known that a queue can either operate as FIFO or LIFO. 

30. As to claim 40, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach using at least one of FIFO 
and LIFO. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include this feature to the existing system of Gehi and IBM because it is 
well-known that a queue can either operate as FIFO or LIFO and it would increase flexibility to 
operate the queue in either order. 
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31. Claims 9-10, 28, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gehi (US 6,134,216) in view of IBM, and in further view of Holmes (US 5,999,969). 

32. As to claims 9, Gehi teaches decreasing the overhead level in a queue when appropriate 
overload control action of each module is needed (see Abstract) Gehi in view of IBM fails to 
explicitly teach doing this by dequeuing messages from the call processing queue. Holmes 
teaches using a message dequeue operation (col 25, lines 21-25) with a message queue as a call 
processing queue (message queues, col 7, lines 35-37). However, Holmes fails to explicitly 
teach doing this in a sustained overloading condition. Moreover, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this feature to the 
existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of preventing a burst of overhead data and to 
stay under the switch's capacity (sustaining overload condition). 

33. * As to claim 10, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach using at least one of FIFO 
and LIFO. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include this feature to the existing system of Gehi and IBM because it is 
well-known that a queue can either operate as FIFO or LIFO and it would increase flexibility to 
operate the queue in either order. 
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34. As to claim 28, Gehi teaches decreasing the overhead level in a queue when appropriate 
overload control action of each module is needed (see Abstract) Gehi in view of IBM fails to 
explicitly teach doing this by dequeuing messages from the call processing queue. Holmes 
teaches using a message dequeue operation (col 25, lines 21-25) with a message queue as a call 
processing queue (message queues, col 7, lines 35-37). However, Holmes fails to explicitly 
teach doing this in a sustained overloading condition. Moreover, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this feature to the 
existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of preventing a burst of overhead data and to 
stay under the switch's capacity (sustaining overload condition). 

35. As to claim 3 1 , it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claims 9 and 
10. - 

36. Claims 11-13, 19-20, 29-30, and 37-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gehi in view of IBM in further view of Baldwin (US 6,310,952). 

37. As to claim 11, Gehi and IBM fail to explicitly teach maintaining a plurality of dequeuing 
lists that track the following: 

locations in the call processing queue; 
Baldwin teaches keeping track of that caller's location in a call queue (col 4, lines 62-67). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to include this feature of tracking the location to the existing system of Gehi and IBM 
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for the reasons of having a "pointer" in the queue so comparisons can be made towards the 
threshold to determine when there is sustained overloading. 

38. The system of Gehi, IBM and Baldwin fail to teach tracking the following: 

an ordered list of types of calling signaling messages; 
an ordered list of dispensable messages; 
an ordered list of indispensable messages; 

39. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include having types of calling signaling messages to the system of Gehi, 
IBM, and Baldwin for the reason of increasing selectivity of the contents in the processing 
queue. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include a dispensable type of message to the existing system of Gehi and 
IBM for the reason of maximizing the communication efficiency by minimizing wasteful 
communication resources. In addition, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include indispensable messages for the reason of having 
more message types for selectivity. 

40. As to claim 12, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach updating the plurality of 
dequeuing lists when the enqueuing changes occur. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this updating feature to 
the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of improving accuracy and organization. 
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41 . As to claim 13, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach using at least one of FIFO 
and LIFO. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include this feature to the existing system of Gehi and IBM because it is 
well-known that a queue can either operate as FIFO or LIFO. 

42. As to claim 19, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 1 . 

43. As to claim 20, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach updating the plurality of 
dequeuing lists when the enqueuing changes occur. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this updating feature to 
the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of improving accuracy and organization. 

44. As to claim 29, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 1 . 

45. As to claim 30, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach updating the plurality of 
dequeuing lists when the enqueuing changes occur. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this updating feature to 
the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of improving accuracy and organization. 



46. 



As to claim 37, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 11. 
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47. As to claim 38, Gehi in view of IBM fails to explicitly teach updating the plurality of 
dequeuing lists when the enqueuing changes occur. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this updating feature to 
the existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of improving accuracy and organization. 

48. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gehi (US 
6,134,216) in view of IBM, in further view of Baldwin (US 6,310,952), and in further view of 
Holmes (US 5,999,969). 

49. As to claim 21, Gehi teaches decreasing the overhead level in a queue when appropriate 
overload control action of each module is needed (see Abstract) Gehi in view of IBM fails to 
explicitly teach doing this by dequeuing messages from the call processing queue. Holmes 
teaches using a message dequeue operation (col 25, lines 21-25) with a message queue as a call 
processing queue (message queues, col 7, lines 35-37). However, Holmes fails to explicitly 
teach doing this in a sustained overloading condition. Moreover, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include this feature to the 
existing system of Gehi and IBM for the reason of preventing a burst of overhead data and to 
stay under the switch's capacity (sustaining overload condition). 

Response to Arguments 

50. Applicant does not make any arguments in the Remarks on 3/23/06. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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